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Development and Parent Perspective
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Australia
A multidisciplinary intervention to improve school readiness in pre-school children
with developmental concerns was examined. Seventeen children attending the “School
Ready” program, their parents, and pre-school teachers participated in this quasi-ex-
perimental study with two data collections points. Results indicated decreased social
disruption as assessed by the Penn Interactive Peer Play Scale, increased motor and pro-
cess skills as assessed by the School Assessment of Motor and Process Skills, improved
language skills as assessed by the Pre-School Language Scales–4 (raw scores), and
improved parent perception of readiness for school as assessed by a questionnaire
developed for the purpose. This article can inform future practice and research in this
area.
Keywords School readiness, developmental disabilities, multidisciplinary interven-
tion, peer interaction, functional skills, language, parent perspective
Introduction
School readiness is identified in the literature as multidimensional and includes the physi-
cal, social, emotional, language, cognitive, and general learning skills of the child as well
as the “readiness” of the parents, school, and the general community (Bruner, Floyd, &
Copeman, 2003; Dockett & Perry, 2007; Farrar, Goldfield, & Moore, 2007). Vulnerable
children such as those with developmental concerns, disabilities, speech, or social delays
and those from disadvantaged backgrounds are at higher risk of entering school with-
out the desired degree of “readiness” (Farrar et al., 2007; Justice, Bowles, Turnbull, &
Skibbe, 2009). There is little agreement on whether or how school readiness should be
assessed and little support for the notion that children should not begin school until they
Received: 21 April 2013; accepted: 16 March 2013.
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School Readiness in Children with Disabilities 95
have acquired a certain level of readiness (Dockett & Perry, 2007; Pianta & La Paro,
2003; Snow, 2006). However, there is agreement that assisting vulnerable children develop
skills in key domains of school readiness can have beneficial effects for their transition to
school (Chadwick & Kemp, 2000) and that this can be achieved through access to targeted
high-quality pre-school programs (Farrar et al., 2007).
The Australian Early Development Index (AEDI), completed nationally in 2009, mea-
sures school readiness by mapping the health and development of children (Milburn,
2010). Early results indicated developmental concerns in one or more domains for 23%
of Australian children starting school, with the lowest 10% classified as developmentally
vulnerable, placing them at risk of under-achieving at school (Milburn, 2010). In Australia,
around 8% of children (320,000) ages 0 to 14 years have been classified as having a disabil-
ity, around 4% of these with a profound/ severe disability, meaning they require assistance
all or most of the time with self-care, communication, or mobility (AIHW; Wen, 2003).
Despite this need, current literature about the effectiveness of multidisciplinary school
readiness intervention programs for children with developmental concerns and disabilities
is limited.
Purpose of This Study
The purpose of this study was to investigate the effectiveness of a multidisciplinary inter-
vention to improve school readiness in children with developmental concerns. The program,
known as “School Ready,” was developed in response to a local need identified anecdotally
by early childhood service providers, parents, and schools. Long waiting lists for local early
intervention services over a period of years meant some children with developmental con-
cerns had not received these services before starting school. Hence there was little evidence
available to receiving schools to verify applications for funding for additional classroom
supports and little practical information to assist the school meet the child’s learning needs.
School Ready was developed specifically to prepare pre-school children with devel-
opmental concerns for entry to the families’ school of choice in either a mainstream or
specialist setting. Thus, the focus was on developing school readiness skills in the child,
supporting the families to prepare for their child beginning school, liaising with the child’s
pre-school teacher, and providing reports and follow-up support to children’s school when
they commenced the following year.
Developing School Readiness Skills in the Child
Views from the literature. Despite the difficulties in defining and assessing school readi-
ness (Dockett & Perry, 2007; Graue, 2006; Snow, 2006), skills in key domains have been
noted as beneficial when children with disabilities begin school (Chadwick & Kemp,
2000). Chadwick and Kemp surveyed kindergarten (pre-school) teachers and receiving
school teachers and concluded that self-help and classroom survival skills were critical
for successful transition for pre-school children with special needs.
Chadwick and Kemp (2000) found that independent toileting, following instructions
and simple classroom rules and procedures, staying on task, separating easily from par-
ents or carers, and playing with others in small groups were the most important school
entry skills as ranked by both kindergarten and receiving school teachers. Kemp and Carter
(2005) further researched school readiness skills in children with disabilities and found
that classroom skills such as listening, responding, and participating; self-help skills; skills
relating to independent behaviour; social interaction skills; and compliance skills were
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96 L. Sheppard et al.
identified by teachers as the most desirable attributes. They also noted that these skills
were not specifically taught in early intervention services as a matter of course. This was
consistent with the experiences of those establishing School Ready, therefore, the purpose
of the program was to address this gap in local service provision.
Interviews with Local Receiving Teachers. To align School Ready as closely as possi-
ble with local expectations of necessary school readiness skills, consultations with local
receiving school teachers from mainstream private and public schools, and from a special-
ist setting were conducted. These teachers reported skills and attributes in the following
areas as desirable:
 behaviors: being able to stay with group, pick up on cues from other children, follow
verbal instructions, wait and take turns, relate to and work with other children;
 communication: having oral language, being able to participate in show and tell, put
up hand and wait for turn, extend greetings;
 communication with parents: parents willing and able to utilize a communication
book to communicate with staff;
 self-care: carry, pack and unpack own bag, manage lunch wrappings independently,
and eat morning tea in 10 to 20 minutes, recognize when hot and take jumper off,
complete hand-washing and toileting, take own shoes on and off;
 other: being able to sit on the floor for 15 minutes during “circle time,” respond to
warning bell or music to go to toilet or get a drink before coming inside;
 academic: being able to recognize own name and attempt to write it; know how
to handle a book at individual reading time and concentrate on the book for up to
10 minutes; count to 10 with fingers and have a dominant hand for drawing, writing,
and other table activities;
 most important: managing changes in routine, playing with limited supervision in
playground, knowing what to do by following cues of other children, being familiar
with handling scissors and glue sticks, being able to do “jobs” in the classroom and
help tidy up, keeping clothes on.
Although this information was sought and obtained in an informal setting prior to this
current research project, it was considered valuable and informative and helped shape the
program as it developed. Many activities identified by the teachers aligned broadly with
those identified by Chadwick and Kemp (2000) and Kemp and Carter (2005), and together
these views supported the School Ready framework. Because identified school readiness
skills included receptive and expressive communication and daily self-care and school-
based occupations and because these skills were needed within an educational framework,
a multidisciplinary team comprising an occupational therapist, a speech pathologist, an
early childhood educator, and a therapy assistant was required.
Assessing the Effectiveness of School Ready
While the focus of School Ready was not only on developing school readiness skills in
the child but on supporting families and the child’s pre-school and receiving school, exam-
ining each of these parameters was beyond the scope of this current study. The aim of
this study was to investigate the impact of School Ready on three specific aspects of the
children’s skill development—peer interaction skills, functional task performance and pre-
school language— as well as parent perception of their child’s readiness for school with a
view to positioning this information within the broader complexity and multidimensionality
of school readiness.
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School Readiness in Children with Disabilities 97
Thus, the research questions were as follows:
1. Do children attending School Ready improve in the following domains of school
readiness over a period of one school semester (two terms)?
– interactive peer play skills,
– functional task performance of everyday school activities, and
– pre-school language skills.
2. Does parent perception of their child’s readiness for school change during this period?
Methods
Study Design
Given the limited research on multidisciplinary group interventions conducted in this area
of practice, an exploratory approach was taken and a quasi-experimental single-group
design with two data collection points adopted. Quasi-experimental design is suited to sit-
uations where it is necessary to establish effectiveness of a program before investigating
its efficacy as compared to other programs (Portney & Watkins, 2000). It is also useful as
part of a quality improvement approach to developing content and program focus and to
determine whether program aims are being met for the purpose of supporting continuation
into the future.
Instruments
In quasi-experimental design, measurement tools that have established reliability, valid-
ity, applicability, practicability, and responsiveness offer the greatest control (Polgar &
Thomas, 1995; Portney & Watkins, 2000). The following measurement tools were selected
with this in mind:
1. The Penn Interactive Peer Play Scale (PIPPS; Fantuzzo et al., 1995). This is a 32-item
rating scale of peer play competencies in preschool children. Items are divided into
three dimensions of interactive peer play: social interaction behaviors such as coopera-
tion and helpfulness; socially disruptive behaviors such as aggression toward peers; and
socially disconnected behaviors such as withdrawal and non-participation. The scale is
completed by a teacher familiar with the child who is asked to rate items on a four-point
scale of never, seldom, often, or always (Fantuzzo et al., 1995). The PIPPS has been
found to have valid and reliable constructs in social interaction, social disruption and
social disconnection across multiple cohorts (Hampton, Fantuzzo, & Manz, 1999).
2. The School Version of the Assessment of Motor and Process Skills (School AMPS;
Fisher, Bryze, Hume, & Griswold, 2007). The School AMPS is a standardized obser-
vational occupational therapy assessment that assesses functional task performance of
everyday school activities in the natural classroom setting. It can be administered to chil-
dren 3 years and older and focuses on the quality of the schoolwork task performance.
It uses a four-point rating scale to score each of 16 motor skills (for example, Reaches,
Grips, Manipulates) and 20 process skills (for example, Attends, Initiates, Organizes)
for each of the classroom tasks performed. A minimum of two classroom tasks must be
rated, then computer-scored to obtain a reliable, standardized score. The School AMPS
has been standardized internationally and cross-culturally, and assessors are required to
undergo training and achieve rater calibration in order to administer the School AMPS
in a valid and reliable way (Fisher et al., 2007).
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98 L. Sheppard et al.
3. The Pre-School Language Scale, 4th ed. (Australian Language Adaptation) (PLS-4;
Zimmerman, Steiner, & Pond, 2002). The PLS-4 assesses language skills in children
ages up to 6 years 11 months and includes two subscales, Auditory Comprehension and
Expressive Communication, which combine to form a total language score. The PLS-
4 has established validity and reliability (Zimmerman et al., 2002) and has been used
previously in research (Zimmerman & Castilleja, 2005).
Parent perception of their child’s readiness for school was assessed using a questionnaire
developed for the purpose of this research (Appendix 1). It contained 25 items rated on a
five-point rating scale based broadly on the school readiness skills identified in the literature
and by local receiving school teachers.
Participants
Participants were recruited from those children attending either of two weekly School
Ready programs, with 10 children attending each program. There were a total of 17 chil-
dren whose families consented to participate in the research from a possible 20. All children
had been screened through a local centralized referral system and were deemed eligible for
early intervention services because of their assessed need in two or more developmental
domains.
In Australia, there are four school terms per year, with Term 1 commencing in late
January and Term 4 commencing in early October. Ten children referred to School Ready
commenced the program in Term 2, 2010. A further 10 children were referred during Terms
2 and 3. Of the children entering the program later in the year, only four had accessed early
intervention services. A further two children progressed along the waiting list in time to
receive services just prior to commencing school, however School Ready remained the
primary service they received. In all cases, children were referred to School Ready because
they were identified as having specific unmet needs with regard to developing skills to
support their transition to school.
In total, there were 5 girls and 12 boys who participated in the study, 15 children with
a diagnosis of developmental delay, 1 with an additional diagnosis of autism, and 1 with an
additional diagnosis of epilepsy. Children were aged between 58 and 77 months, with an
average age of 67 months at the end of the program.
Procedures
This research was funded through the Department of Education and Early Childhood
Development Practitioner-Led Research Grants Program 2010. Ethical approval for
the study was obtained through the Department of Education and Early Childhood
Development.
Data Collection. Baseline and post-program data were collected an average of 15.92 weeks
apart (range 21.67– 6 weeks). Baseline data were collected as soon as possible after the
children commenced School Ready. All post-program data were collected at the end of
Term 4 prior to the children commencing school the following year.
The PIPPS were completed for each child at both time points by their pre-school
teacher. Baseline PIPPS were returned immediately to the research project assistant to
avoid inadvertent bias when completing the post-program PIPPS. There were 15 pre-school
teachers involved in completing the PIPPS.
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School Readiness in Children with Disabilities 99
The School AMPS assessments were conducted by the research coordinator, an occu-
pational therapist trained and calibrated to administer the School AMPS, during the regular
School Ready sessions while children were performing classroom occupations such as col-
oring, cutting, pasting, drawing, or writing as part of that day’s School Ready program.
Baseline and post-program observations were scored immediately in line with School
AMPS procedures, but computer generated standardized scores were not obtained until
after all data were collected to avoid inadvertent assessor bias.
The PLS-4 assessments were randomly assigned to one of: two speech pathologists,
two fourth-year speech pathology students, and one fourth-year occupational therapy stu-
dent trained to administer the PLS-4. The students were employed as research assistants,
were blinded to the purpose of the study, and conducted the assessments at either baseline
or post-program. The assessments were conducted in a one-to-one setting during nor-
mal School Ready sessions, meaning the children were withdrawn for the purpose of the
assessment.
The parent questionnaires (see Appendix 1) were coordinated and administered by a
research assistant employed for the purpose to allow parents the freedom to answer ques-
tions and provide information in an honest and unbiased way. Baseline questionnaires
were gathered and stored with other School Ready research data to avoid potential bias
in post-program questionnaires. When data collection was complete, the 25 items on the
questionnaire were given a score of 1 to 5 according to the ranking on the five-point scale,
and a total score was obtained for each subsection of the questionnaire. The subsection
scores were then totaled for an overall parent perception score. These raw scores were
first graphed for visual inspection to gauge changes in parent perception of their child’s
readiness for school and then analyzed for statistical differences between the time-points.
Data Analysis. Data were analyzed using the Statistical Packages for Social Sciences
Version 19 software. Non-parametric statistics were used, as the requirements for the use
of parametric statistics were not met. A Wilcoxon signed rank test was used to ascertain
whether there were differences between baseline and post-program data. Standard scores
were used for the School AMPS and PLS-4. As the PIPPS and the parent questionnaires
were non-standardized assessments, raw scores were used.
Intervention. Each School Ready program ran one morning per week from 9:15 to 11:45.
The first group ran during Terms 2, 3, and 4; a second group ran during Terms 3 and 4.
The program was staffed by the School Ready coordinator (early childhood educator), an
occupational therapist, a speech pathologist and a therapy assistant. A 20-minute gross-
motor session was conducted by a physical education teacher who came to the group for
just that part of the program. All staff members were employed by the specialist school
at which School Ready was held; however, children attending School Ready might later
attend either mainstream or specialist setting according to family preference.
School Ready aimed to provide a supportive environment for children and their par-
ents and provide the children with opportunities to practice functional skills required in a
modified school setting. Children were assisted to learn to cope with some of the typical
demands of a classroom and to self-regulate their behavior.
Each School Ready program began with “semi-structured” free play in the ther-
apy room as the children arrived and parents chatted with the coordinator or therapists.
Parent information sessions were held periodically while the children were at School
Ready, and supportive links were encouraged among the parents and carers of children
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100 L. Sheppard et al.
attending. Children were encouraged and assisted to become more independent in typi-
cal functional activities such as putting their own bag away and taking off their own coat
and hat.
Once the parents left, children participated in Circle Time conducted by the speech
pathologist. They were expected to sit on a mat, listen to other children, respond when it
was their turn by standing and identifying their name tag (selected from all the children’s
name tags), and then show or tell something about themselves to the group. This was fol-
lowed by a story, then singing and action songs, before the “table task” was explained and
demonstrated step by step. The children then left the Circle Time area and moved to the
table area for tasks usually involving coloring, cutting, pasting, matching, or name tracing
as determined by the occupational therapist and early childhood educator.
School Ready followed this structured format using visual strategies such as pic-
tures, picture sequences, near-to-hand demonstrations, and repetition in each section of
the program, while at the same time allowing children as much independence as possi-
ble. The aim was to clearly convey the expectations, purpose, and detail of “how-to-do”
school behaviors while remaining vigilant to the children’s growing abilities and allow
as much independence and autonomy as possible in line with their developing skills.
In this way, the School Ready staff endeavored to provide the “just right” amount of
support both individually and to the group to facilitate attainment of school readiness
skills.
After the table tasks, children lined up at the door and walked hand-in-hand to play
outside (weather permitting). Here children were encouraged to play with the other chil-
dren independently of direct adult supervision, although support was provided for children
to develop positive interactive play skills as required. Children then finished play at a des-
ignated time and lined up to walk inside for toileting and hand washing before morning
tea. Again the children were encouraged to be as independent as possible; for exam-
ple, they were encouraged to get their morning tea out of their bag, open containers,
eat, and clean up after themselves. Children were again provided with the minimum
amount of assistance they needed for each aspect of these self-care tasks. Visual or ver-
bal prompts were used before physical assistance was provided, and sufficient time was
allowed at each task step to permit the children to take initiative and “have a go” for
themselves.
The final part of School Ready was the sensory motor group run by the physical edu-
cation teacher. This focused on age-appropriate gross-motor skills requiring balance and
coordination such as hopping, jumping, catching, throwing, and sequencing a series of
movements and actions. Children were also encouraged to develop self-regulation skills
such as waiting, listening, watching other children, finishing when their turn was up, and
settling to sit on the floor after the excitement of physical movement and participation in
these fun, but challenging, activities. The activities were short and enjoyable, and the rest
of the group were encouraged to watch and support each individual child as they practiced
the skills needed for the gross-motor activity.
School Ready finished with songs and good-byes as families collected the children and
had brief discussions about their child’s progress with staff. A communication book was
completed by the School Ready coordinator during the gross-motor activities, and parents
were encouraged to read and make comments each week. Toward the end of the school year,
children were assessed individually by the occupational therapist and speech pathologist,
and reports were written to support funding for applications for additional support at school
the following year and to provide information about each child’s classroom support needs
to the receiving teacher.
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Results
There were some missing data from all assessment domains (see Table 1). There were a
total of three parent perception questionnaires that were not completed at baseline, and three
that were not collected at post-program due to difficulties with timing between the research
assistant and the parents, meaning parent questionnaire data were generated for only 11 of
the 17 participants. There were also difficulties collecting the PLS-4 data, due again to tim-
ing difficulties between the research assistant’s availability to conduct the assessments and
the regularity of attendance of some of the children. Nevertheless, there were sufficient data
to conduct statistical analysis across all domains, and the results are presented in Table 2.
Table 1
Number of Complete Data Sets
PIPPS School AMPS PLS-4 Parent Perception Questionnaire
TOTAL 15/ 17 15/ 17 12/ 17 11/ 17
PIPPS = Penn Interactive Peer Play Scale; AMPS = Assessment of Motor and Process Skills;
PLS = Preschool Language Scales.
Note. Data collected at both baseline and post-program.
Table 2
Difference between Baseline and Post-Program PIPPS, School AMPS,
PLS-4 Standardized Scores and Parent Questionnaire
N
BL Mean
(SD)
PP Mean
(SD)
BL-PP Wilcoxon’s
signed rank test
PIPPS - Social Interaction 15 15.73 (4.61) 16.73 (4.7) z = − 1.03, p = .31
PIPPS - Social Disruption 15 33.07 (6.82) 30.67 (5.92) z = − 2.01, p = .04∗
PIPPS - Social
Disconnection
15 26.53 (4.29) 24.6 (4.78) z = − 1.74, p = .08
School AMPS - Motor 15 .58 (.91) 1.59 (.7) z = − 3.35, p = .00∗
School AMPS - Process 15 − .63 (.85) .15 (.71) z = − 2.95, p = .00∗
PLS-4 Auditory
Comprehension
12 72 (9.64) 72.83 (11.52) z = − .31, p = .76
PLS-4 Expressive
Communication
12 69.25 (11.34) 74 (9.84) z = − 1.47, p = .14
PLS- 4 Total Language 12 68 (8.76) 71.25 (10.05) z = − 1.43, p = .15
PPQ − Communication 11 8.72 (1.95) 10 (1.9) z = -2.56, p = .01∗
PPQ − Functional skills 11 11.63 (2.77) 12.82 (2.44) z = − 2.4, p = .02∗
PPQ − Social skills 11 9.55 (2.34) 10.73 (2.1) z = − 2.41, p = .02∗
PPQ − Self-care 11 16.18 (2.89) 17.91 (2.12) z = − 2.21, p = .03∗
PPQ − Academic 11 15.09 (4.08) 17.00 (2.72) z = − 2.21, p = .03∗
PPQ − Behaviour 11 27.09 (6.12) 30 (6.39) z = − 2.68, p = .01∗
PPQ (Total) 11 88.27 (12.81) 98.45 (11.3) z = − 2.94, p = .00∗
PIPPS = Penn Interactive Peer Play Scale, AMPS = Assessment of Motor and Process Skills,
PLS = Preschool Language Scales, PPQ = Parent Perception Questionnaire.
Note. PIPPS and Parent Perception Questionnaire are raw data; School AMPS data are in logits;
PLS-4 data are standardized scores.
∗Significant at p < .05.
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Table 3
Difference between Baseline and Post-Program PLS-4 (Language) Raw Scores
N
BL Mean
(SD)
PP Mean
(SD)
BL-PP Wilcoxon’s
signed rank test
PLS-4 Auditory
Comprehension − Raw Score
12 43 (6.41) 46.92 (6.75) z = − 2.56, p = .01∗
PLS-4 Expressive
Communication − Raw
Score
12 42.08 (9.11) 47.75 (8.19) z = − 3.07, p = .00∗
PLS- 4 Total Language − Raw
Score
12 85.08 (14.4) 94.67 (14.19) z = − 2.94, p = .00∗
PLS = Preschool Language Scales.
∗Significant at p < .05.
Results of comparison analysis between baseline and post-program data are pre-
sented in Table 2, including descriptive statistics (mean and standard deviation) and p
values. Significant differences between baseline and post-program scores were obtained
for PIPPS Social Disruption (lower scores means better performance), School AMPS
Motor (improved performance), School AMPS Process (improved performance) and for
all components of the parent perception questionnaire (improved scores; see Table 2). The
PLS-4 scores were further analyzed using the raw scores (Table 3) as these indicated the
actual change in language performance of the children before being adjusted for normally
expected developmental gains over this time span. Given all the children had a diagnosis
of developmental delay or disability, they were not expected to make the same gains over
this time period as their typically developing peers. Therefore, the raw scores provide an
indication of any functional or performance gains. Results of the raw score analysis pre-
sented in Table 3 indicate that significant performance gains were made across the group in
auditory comprehension, expressive communication, and total language scores.
Discussion
This study investigated the impact of a multidisciplinary intervention to improve school
readiness skills in children with developmental concerns (School Ready) on three aspects
of children’s skill development and on parent perception of their child’s readiness for
school. At post-program, children attending School Ready were significantly less socially
disruptive, had significantly improved motor and process skills during task performance of
everyday classroom activities, and had improved language scores. Their parent or carer’s
perceptions of their readiness for school had also increased significantly.
Interactive Peer Play Skills
The importance of social interaction skills for children with developmental concerns as
they transition to school had been noted by Kemp and Carter (2005) although few previ-
ous studies have examined the impact of interventions to improve these skills. This study
found evidence that attending School Ready resulted in a reduction of socially disruptive
behaviors. The children also showed less socially disconnected behavior at post-program,
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although this reduction did not reach significance. No significant change was detected in the
children’s socially interactive behavior, but it is possible that reducing socially disruptive
and socially disconnected behaviors precedes the development of more socially interactive
behaviors. The findings of this study support further investigation of interventions targeting
the development of socially interactive behaviors and any possible link with the reduc-
tion of disruptive and disconnected behaviors in pre-school children with developmental
vulnerabilities.
Functional Performance of Everyday School Activities
Performing functional classroom tasks requires specific motor skills, the ability to remain
seated at a work table, and the ability to use common classroom tools such as pencils and
scissors (Fisher et al., 2007). It also requires skills such as maintaining attention, organiz-
ing a work space, following instructions, completing tasks, and solving problems (Fisher
et al., 2007). Various of these skills have been previously noted as important in studies by
Chadwick and Kemp (2000) and Kemp and Carter (2005) but, again, previous studies have
not examined the impact of multidisciplinary group interventions to help develop these
skills. This current study found that children participating in School Ready made signif-
icant gains in functional task performance in both the motor aspects and the process or
“approach to task” aspects as measured by the School AMPS. This is of particular sig-
nificance to occupational therapists who can adopt a goal-focused approach to supporting
children gain skills in initiating, participating in, and completing common classroom tasks.
This finding also adds to the body of evidence supporting the use of School AMPS as an
indicator of change in functional performance of school-based occupations.
Pre-school Language Skills
Language skills have also been identified as important when starting school (Kemp &
Carter, 2005). This current study found that auditory comprehension, expressive commu-
nication, and total language raw scores had improved significantly across the group at
post-program. Despite these improvements not reaching significance when adjusted for
normally expected developmental gains (standardized scores), the functional nature of the
gains represents clinically important changes for these children with developmental delays
and disabilities and can be expected to enhance their readiness for school. Again, further
studies are required to investigate the most effective means of eliciting these gains.
Parent Perception
It appears that the children attending School Ready improved at least partially across all
functional domains investigated. These results were endorsed by the results of the parent
perception questionnaires. Parents rated their child’s readiness for school across the ques-
tionnaire domains significantly higher at the end of the study. It is feasible that parent
perception of their child’s readiness for school might influence the parent’s own readi-
ness for their child to begin school and vice-versa with a possible cyclic benefit as parents
respond to their child’s perceived improved readiness. Although there is frequent reference
to the importance of parent readiness in the literature, no studies were found that investi-
gated ways to assist the development this readiness, and this is also an important area for
future research.
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Implications for Occupational Therapists
Occupational therapists are concerned with the influence of person, task, and environmental
factors on functional performance and participation in everyday activities. This study high-
lights the importance of understanding and utilizing task and environmental parameters to
guide the development of specific skills in daily self-care and school-based occupations,
and in standardized, occupation-focused assessment of progress in these skills. Children
with developmental delays and disabilities are particularly vulnerable to context and appear
to respond well to support given to develop skills in the context within which they are to be
used. This study provides support for occupational therapy interventions provided in situ or
in carefully simulated environments so that ecological factors influencing task performance
can be addressed. It provides support for those therapists favoring an embedded approach
to service delivery rather than an individual or pull-out model. It also provides support for
the provision of a multi-disciplinary intervention where therapists and educationalists each
contribute their specialized skills and professional perspective for the common goal of child
and family development.
Limitations and Future Directions For for Research
The quasi-experimental nature of this study design with no comparison group limited the
strength of the findings. There is a need for more robust designs recruiting larger numbers
and comparing different early intervention approaches to preparing children for school.
School readiness is multi-dimensional, and future studies should explore and test important
constructs such as the readiness of parents, receiving schools and the general community
in addition to examining the specific and general learning skills of the child.
Conclusion
Although what defines school readiness has been much debated, this current study provides
support for the view that school readiness can be enhanced for children with developmen-
tal concerns through access to targeted high-quality pre-school programs that assist them
to achieve skills in key domains (Chadwick & Kemp, 2000; Farrer, Goldfield, & Moore,
2007). Key factors in the delivery of the program include the multidisciplinary nature of
the therapy and education team delivering the program, their shared philosophical under-
pinnings, and the educational context within which the program was delivered. The findings
highlight the need for further studies that investigate and compare a range of interventions
that aim to develop school readiness skills in children with developmental concerns so
that the most effective means of preparing them for school can be identified. Future stud-
ies should recruit more participants and examine a range of interventions, including ways
of supporting parents, pre-schools, and receiving schools as part of a wider approach to
enhancing school readiness in children with developmental concerns.
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Appendix 1
School Ready Program—Ballarat Specialist School Parent Questionnaire
Child’s Name: Date:
What skills do you think your child needs for school next year?
We’re particularly interested in children’s communication skills, their functional skills
(e.g., drawing, cutting, pasting), their social interaction skill, and other practical skills
children need at school. How would you rate your child’s school readiness at the moment
in terms of:
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Communication
(i) Listening and following directions
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
(ii) Making requests
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
(iii) Social communication (verbal and nonverbal)
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
Functional Skills
(i) Using a pencil
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
(ii) Cutting/ using scissors
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
(iii) Pasting
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
Social Interaction Skills
(i) Interacting with peers
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
(ii) Interacting with adults
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
(iii) Social play
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
Self-help skills
(i) Taking responsibility for own belongings (e.g., school bag, lunchbox)
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
(ii) Toileting and hand-washing
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
(iii) Taking own coat and jumper on and off
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
(iv) Taking shoes on and off
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
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Academic skills
(i) Recognizing own name
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
(ii) Attempting to write own name
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
(iii) Counting up to 10 using fingers
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
(iv) Naming colours
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
Behavior
(i) Taking turns
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
(ii) Waiting
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
(iii) Staying with the group
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
General
(i) Coping with changes in routine
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
(ii) Following cues of other children in a group or class setting
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
(iii) Playing in the playground with limited supervision
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
(iv) Packing up when asked to
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
(v) Making friends
|_________________|__________________|__________________|________________|
Not at all ready Beginning Developing Consolidating Completely ready
What concerns, if any, do you have about your child’s readiness for school at this point in
time?
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